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Comparative tar results between LGC (Governement Chemist 
Laboratory) , United Kingdom', and manufacturers 

The following table, 'listing tar biases between LGC and 
manufacturers for Survey 13 (period : November 1979 to 
April 1980), was summarized at the Tar and Nicotine Working 
Group Meeting which was held on July 23, 1980 (ref. 1) : 

6 month's biases 
on all brands 


BAT 

- 0.4 

Carreras-Rothmans 

- 0.3 

Gallaher 

- 0.4 

Imperial Tobacco 

- 0.5 

Philip Morris 

-0.4 

Player 

- 0.8 

Wills 

- 0.7 


We note that all 1 the manufacturers find, in the average. O'. 5 mg 
lower tar results than LGC. 


Comparative results between LGC (Governement Chemist Laboratory), 
United Kingdom, and QC PME ('table 1) 

The tar and CO results from' Survey 10 to Survey 13, obtained on 
Marlboro by LGC and PME, have been issued (ref. 2). 

We observe that the tar of Survey 13 is at a critical level. 
However, since June 1980, we have taken action by increasing, 
the filter RTD which caused a slight decrease in tar (Survey 14). 


Survey 14 : 


Month 

LGC 

tar 

PME 

UK tar (mg) 

1 

not received 

15.6 

2 

not received 

16.4 

3 

not received 

15.2 

3 month' 

s average = 

15.7 



Meeting of the International Organization' for Standardization 
in Brussels 

From September 23 tO' September 25, 1980, the undersigned 
participated in the ISO/TC 126 group meeting GT3 "Mechanical 
Smoking", and WG5 "Determination' of Carbon Monoxide in the 
Cigarette Smoke". 
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The most important fact to be mentioned is that the members decided 
to elaborate two international norms for mechanical cigarette 
smoking : The first one will include the smoke trap with filter 
made of glass fibre, and the second one the electrostatic trap. 

This decision.was conditioned by the difficulty to include both 
smoke trap systems in one norm. The main reasons are : 

1. The different designs of smoking machines 

2. The different designs of smoke traps 

3. The systematic differences in smoke yields 
due to the smoke trap system used 


PME smoke laboratory 

.Since several months, the smoke lab capacity has not been sufficient 
to carry out all the analyses for which the demand increases 
constantly. 

The purchase of a Filtrona 300 smoking: machine (20 ports) and 
of a Technicon MUG microprocessor, to be operational by 
mid-October 1980, will enable us to satisfy the present demand. 


Product reports 

Product reports were written on the following: new or modified 
brands : 


Brand 

Stanford Filterfirei 84/F (new brand) Reemtsma 
Cambridge 80/F (new. brand) imported by Rothmans 
Gallant 84/F box (new format) Burrus 

Gallant 84/F soft (hew format) Burrus 

Academy Int. 92/F (new brand): Gallaher 

Silk Cut Ultra Low: 84/F (new brand) Gallaher 


Manufacturer Country of sale 


West Germany 
Switzerland 
Switzerland 
Switzerland 
United Kingdom 
United: Kingdom 


QC FINISHED PRODUCT 
F„ Senehi 

References : 

1. Minutes of the 8th meeting of the Tar and Nicotine Working: 
Group, July 23, 1980, Tobacco Advisor Council, London 

2. F. Senehi 1 s letter dd. 09-10-1980 


Enclosure : 

Table 1 : Comparative results LGC - PME on Marlboro 


10-03-1980 

SEF/mos 
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TABLE 1 


COMPARATIVE RESULTS LGC* - PHE ON MARLBORO 




L.G 

Tar 

C* 

CO 

PHILIP 

Tar 

MORRIS 

CO 

MONTHLY 

Tar 

BIASES 

CO ^ 





——— 

* 


— / 

Survey 10 

1 

15.74 

'15.T3 

15,93 

14,6 

- 0.19 

+1.10 

2 

15.43 

llj.7** 

14,35 

14,5 

+ 1,08 

+0.21* 


3 

15.53 

1>*.99 

14,51 

14,9 

+ 1,02 

+ 0.09 


4 

15.32 

16.59 

15,47 

15,6 

+ 0,35 

+0,99 


5 

IS.19 

16.30 

15,33 

15,4 

- 0,14 

+0.90 


6 

15,46 

15.23 

15,74' 

16,3 

- 0,28 

-1.07 


X 

15,53 

15,59 

15,22 

15,22 

+ 0,31 

+0.37 

Survey 11 

1 

14,91 

15.03 

15,5 

15,5 

- 0,59 

-0.1*7 

2 

15.15 

lU.08 

15,5 

16,5 

- 0,35 

-2.1*2 


3 

16,55 

lL.7 1 * 

15,4 

14,8 

+ 1,15 

-O.Oo 


4 

16,14 , 

15.10 

15,5 

14,7 

+ 0,64 

-0.1*8 


5 

15,76 

15.**7 

15,0 

16,2 

+; 0,76 

-0.73 • 


6 

15,55 

15.18 

15,4 

17,3 

+i 0,15 

-1.12 


X 

15,68 

l!*.95 

15,38 

15,83 

+ 0,30 

-o^ea 


Survey 12 

1 

15,51 

14.05 

15,5 

15,7 

+ 

0,01 

- 1 y 


2 

16,43 

15,63 

15,9 

16,2 

+ 

0,53 

- 0',d7 


3 

15,85 

15,01 

15,7 

17,6. 

+ 

0,15 

- 2,59 


4 

15,26 

14,15 

16,1 

15,1 

- 

0,84 

- 0,95 


5 

15,92 

15,88 

14,9 

16,8 

+ 

1,02 

- 0,92 


6 

16,02 

15,51 

15,0 

14,3 

+ 

1,02 

+ 1 ,21 


X 

15,33 

T - 

15,04, 

15,52 

15,95 

+ 

0,31 

- 0,91 

Survey 13 

1 

16,16 

15,84' 

16,1 

16,2 

+ 

0,05 

- 0,36 


2 

16,05 

16,35 

15,6 

17,0 

+ 

0,45 

- 0,65 


3 

16,72 

15,59 

16,3 

16,8 

+ 

0,42 

- 1.21 


4 

16,71 

16,03 

16,7 

17,0' 

+ 

0,01 

- 0,97 


5 

16.53 

15.72 

15,6 

15,8 

+ 

0.97 

- 0.08 


6 

16.16 

15.61* 

15,7 

15,6 

+ 

0 . 1*6 

+ 0 . 0 ‘* 


if 

16 . 39 

15.86 

16,00 

16,40 

•f 

0.39 

- 0 . 5 C- 


LGC* = Government Chemist Laboratory, United! Kingdom 
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